Frank Webster's Theories of the Information Society is a standard item in Information
Society Studies curricula. Although he has a manifest critical position against the Information Society narrative, he is, after all, usually cited as one of the main thinkers of the field. He is also a respectful author of "Information Society" articles in leading handbooks. 1 Avoiding the context with the previous debates, 2 I see the following problems with the Websterian view of Information Society:
• His celebrated and often-cited "analytic approaches" are (more or less) supporting the information society theory but these are NOT equal with it.
• The basic element of his definition is a low level misinterpretation of the so-called information-centricity instead of using high level abstraction of social complexity • Painful ahistoricity of his theses • Relativization of the importance of paradigm shift, discounting the discourse itself.
The goal of the following "long summary" is to prepare my presentation in the 3rd International ICTs-and-Society Network meeting on July 1 in Barcelona (Anti-Webster, or how did Frank Webster successfully soften up the Information Society discourse), providing background material for the debate.
Information Society -the Websterian view and interpretation
To summarize and illustrate the main theses and arguments of Frank Webster on the Information Society domain, we use three pieces of his oeuvre. The "classics"' (Theories of the Information Society -ThIS) (Webster, 1995 (Webster, , 2006 , its current recapitulation (The Information Society Revisited -ISR) (Webster, 2002) 
T9. A profound historical foundation is needed instead of the ahistorical approaches

Anti-Webster: Theses and antitheses
T1. We have to abandon the multi-criteria definitions of Information Society because the lack of their information-centric foundation FALSE: The original concept of Information Society is complex and holistic, and was formulated on civilization theory level. The only methodologically acceptable approach is the multi-criteria definition. The changing role and quantity of information are only one aspect in a multi-criteria system, even if the conventional name coined for the new "society paradigm" is "information", giving "body" to the empty term "post-industrial."
T2. Since the information density is the only new phenomenon in the contemporary societies, there is a need for a well established theory on the role of information in them
A very great number of thinkers do not share this concept of the "only new phenomenon" about the information density, but it is TRUE that new theories on the role of information in contemporary societies would be fruitful for further scientific debates, refreshing the existing theories. .It probably helps to define the information society strictly and more colourfully, but this is not a prerequisite.
T3. The
Theories of the Information Society is just accidentally about the "Information Society" narrative itself: it is about information-related approaches in contemporary social sciences TRUE: But it should be highlighted that the book is NOT about the Information Society domain. On the other hand, there are a lot of social science contributions mapping the contemporary information domain, far more better and detailed way, than the selected authors in this book.
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T4. There is no unified, complex, holistic concept, only different, analytically separable approaches, "various images of the information society" FALSE: The cited approaches are not information society theories; they are dealing with given aspects (sub-systems) of the information society. The real concept of information society is an aggregate of all aspects (which means that we can find a lot of approaches other than the Websterian "six").
T4.1. Alvin Toffler's "third wave" concept is a technological definition
FALSE: Toffler's metaphor is definitely not about the technology: it is about a complex, global civilizational change.
T4.2. Identifying the information industries,
Fritz Machlup is a pioneer information society thinker.
FALSE: Fritz Machlup has never been an information society thinker. He was involved in totally different discourses.
T4.3. Daniel Bell's definition of information society is occupational.
FALSE: Bell's theory on post-industrial society is based on a very complex, multi-criteria model.
T4
.4. The "spatial approach" is about networks and information flow -and the information society is defined by the presence of networks.
FALSE: Nobody defines the information society by the presence of networks, and the spatial approaches are mainly based on the information patterns of urbanization.
T5. More information does not result in a radically new society, despite of the assumptions of "enthusiasts." There is no reason to call this a "new" information society.
More information results in a radically new society? There has never ever been such a statement in the information society literature. It is PARTLY TRUE that when "politicians, business leaders and policy makers have taken the 'information society idea' to their hearts" 9 (ThIS, p. 2), some phrases can remind us of something similar. But it is a responsibility of a social scientist not to mix the narratives. However, we should not forget that the imperative to define the information society by the role of information is Frank Webster's (see T1 and T2).
T6. It is better not to use the term "information society".
Well, there is enormous space to deal with contemporary information-related social sci- FALSE: They do not have any direct connection to the information society theory.
10 To inviolve them as contributors to the contemporary information research is an accidental interpretation, far from their intentions, identities and self-definitions.
T9. A profound historical foundation is needed instead of the ahistorical approaches.
ABSOLUTELY TRUE, but Frank Webster does not provide us with anything about it (as James Beniger does). The "history of information", "the long history of information revolution" or "the historiography of informationrelated sociological thinking" are not equal with the pure "history of information society": we also have to see its 19 th century prehistory, formation, growth, maturation, its spatial patterns of spread on the national and global level starting from its late 50's -early 60's birth in the United States. (The neglected multi-criteria models are precisely pointing out this issue). Constantly talking about the "future information society" in the mainstream
